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jurisdiction. The clergy naturally resisted this claim, and
argued that their courts were independent of any other, and
that their jurisdiction flowed directly from the Crown.

Towards the end of 1605, Bancroft presented a series of

complaints to the King against these proceedings of the judges.

l6os.      In the course of the following year, the judges, who

Bancroft's     had now the assistance of Coke's stores of know-

Articnu

cieri.         ledge, answered the complaints one by one.1    Loth

parties were, no doubt, pleading their own cause, and feeling, as

I6o6>      they both did, the weakness which resulted to their

The judges   case from this, were ready to appeal to a third party

appeal to                                       J                                                        11*1

Parliament, for support. Whilst Bancroft would have placed
the power of granting prohibitions in the hands of the Court
of Chancery, the judges, who were well aware that that court
was far more subject to political influences than their own,
at once declared that though they were ready to submit to
an. Act of Parliament, they declined to surrender their im-
memorial rights to any lesser authority. It is this appeal to
Parliament which raises the dispute from a mere quarrel about
jurisdiction to the dignity of a constitutional event. Whilst the
clergy were content to rely upon the Sovereign, the interpreters
of the law entered boldly into alliance with the nation.

Shortly after the prorogation in 1607 a case occurred which
drew the attention of all who were interested in ecclesiastical
l6o7> affairs to the question of the prohibitions. Fuller,
Fullers case. who, as a member of Parliament, had always been
the first to give expression to the fears and wishes of the
Puritans, had frequently been employed as a lawyer to plead
the cause of those who were endangered by opinions which
they held in common with himself. In this way he had been
retained to demand the interference of the Court of King's
Bench in the case of two persons who had suffered hard
Caseof usage at the hands of the High Commission.2 The
Ladd, flrst Of ^5^ Thomas Ladd, had been brought be-
fore the Chancellor of the diocese of Norwich on the charge

1  2nd Inst. 601.

2  The Argument of Master Nicholas Fuller in the case of T. Ladd and
JR. Mattnsell, .1607.